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Abstract: Encouraging spontaneous creativity is an on-going quest in design. Play
embodies this. This paper builds on the concept of “serious play” as a design strategy
for creating new and innovative ideas. It discusses a qualitative study involving six
teams of designers, each generating initial concepts for wearable and interactive
kinetic devices. It describes the playful interactions that emerged as a common
strategy for their collaborative and creative ideation practices. It contributes features
that further clarify the nature of serious play in relation to humour, role-playing
scenarios, gestures, and multi-sensory involvement.
Keywords: collaborative design processes; humour; role-playing scenarios; gestures;
multisensory explorations

1. Introduction
Design teams use different strategies to create new and innovative ideas. Serious play is one
of these strategies. Serious play is defined as working in a fun or playful way to achieve a
fresh or novel solution to a complex problem (Palus and Horth 2002; Statler, Loizos
Heracleous, & Jacobs 2011; Rieber, & Matzko 2001; Rieber, Smith, & Noah 1998). This
approach to innovation encourages participants to communicate ideas in a safe manner, as
there is a degree of foolishness already built into the activity (Hinthorne, & Schneider 2012;
Statler, Loizos Heracleous, & Jacobs 2011). It encourages creativity and collaboration.
Playfulness relaxes group tensions, brings out a childish creativity that can result in outsidethe-box ideas, and reduces status quo assumptions (Hinthorne, & Schneider 2012; Rieber,
Smith, & Noah 1998; Weissman 1998). Playfulness assists in motivating participants to
engage with a task, encouraging reflection and critical thinking (Rieber, & Matzko 2001;
Rieber, Smith, & Noah 1998).
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This paper reports on findings from three design workshops in which participants were
asked to generate kinetic concepts for personal alarm devices that would use alarms to alert
people about specific times or timed events. All the design teams, in different cities,
resorted to serious play to generate ideas. Their serious play was characterized by:
Humour, which was used in all groups to present new ideas and concepts;
Role-playing scenarios, which were used to explain ideas and concepts and
brought out additional features that were not apparent during ideation;
Gestures, which were used as a communication tool, similar to and in addition
to sketching;
Multisensory explorations, which may be viable components of a serious play
approach to designing wearable or interactive devices.

2. Background
2.1 Fixation
Designing new and novel devices that are wearable and have sensory or kinetic elements is a
non-trivial task. Part of the problem could be due to fixation. Fixation is when designers
cannot see past common features that are already in existence. Designers can be limited by
what they are familiar with and are therefore blocked from seeing new innovative solutions
(Cross 1982; Crilly 2015; Atilola & Linsey 2015; Youmans & Arciszewski 2014; Hatchuel, Le
Masson & Weil 2011; Jansson & Smith 1991). Since there is low risk associated with using
concepts or features that are proven, fixating on past designs is a safe path for designers
(Youmans & Arciszewski 2014; Hatchuel, Le Masson & Weil 2011). Whether intentional or
not, existing knowledge about successful products influences decisions and can create
difficult boundaries between designers and truly novel ideas (Youmans & Arciszewski 2014;
Hatchuel, Le Masson & Weil 2011).
Fixation usually appears in the early stages of design development (Crilly 2015; Youmans &
Arciszewski 2014). Though early brainstorming can generate many ideas, these ideas may
not cover a large range of design options or features (Hatchuel, Le Masson & Weil 2011).
Moreover team members can influence each other to create similar ideas in brainstorming,
limiting creativity (Youmans & Arciszewski 2014; Hatchuel, Le Masson & Weil 2011). Groups
may also be influenced by examples given to them in early stages of a design task. This varies
with the type and quantity of examples provided (Atilola, Tomko, Linsey 2016; Vasconcelos
&, Crilly 2016). Ensici et al. found that groups abandoned “fun concepts” as they could cause
tension in the group (Ensici, Badke-Schaub, Bayazit, & Lauch 2013). However, group ideation
as a form of serious play has also been proposed to help fixation, as multiple perspectives in
a playful context can break singular thought patterns (Crilly 2015; Palus and Horth 2002).
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2.2 Humour and Ideation
Humour also has the potential for breaking through this fixation. It has the potential to
enhance the group’s mood and creativity; through playfulness it is easier for people to
“change frames of reference” (Wodehouse, MacLachlan, and Gray 2014). Humour can break
down tensions that may arise in group settings (Cundall 2007). It can diminish conflict
between members and strengthen group dynamics (Cundall 2007; Cross & Cross 1995). Also,
laughter lowers the perceived risk factor for members presenting new ideas (Mayo 2010;
Cundall 2007). Laughter releases endorphins and encourages other positive physiological
reactions, allowing group members to relax (Wodehouse, MacLachlan, and Gray 2014;
Weinlick 2010). Humour is a form of comfortable, safe communication that can encourage
creativity (Wodehouse, MacLachlan and Gray 2014; Weinlick 2010). The comfortable, safe
and fun environment can reduce stress and inhibition in presenting new ideas.

2.3 Role-playing in Scenarios
Another means of coping with fixation is role-playing. This is another well-known and playful
method for creating new ideas in the initial phases of a design project. Design scenarios are
stories with plots that portray users’ goals, behaviours and experiences for reflective,
evaluative and generative purposes (Caroll 2000b; Iaccucci and Kuutti 2002; Garabet, Mann
and Fung 2002; Jonas 2001). This role-playing technique was influenced by the collaborative
theatrical dramaturgy of Boal, Zaporah, and Johnstone, as well as improvisational musician
Nachmanovich (Boal 1992; Namanovich 1990; Shyba 2008; Iaccucci and Kuutti 2002).
Designers often enact scenarios to create ideas and concepts for an imaginary future, using
simple prototypes of their own creation (Atasoy and Martens 2011; Bødker 2000; Carroll
2000; Iacucci and Kuutti 2002). Scenarios also help designers communicate ideas to one
another because they provide context, define a problem space, and allow for consideration
of multiple perspectives (Bødker 2000; Caroll 2000a; Jonas 2001; Pedell & Vetere 2005). This
last point is important when team members’ backgrounds vary; to maintain agreement
everyone must understand the problem and ideas presented.
According to Iacucci and Kuutti, these “Informance” enactments “are intended to explore
design ideas in ways that are generative rather than analytic’’ (2002). When designing a
product, scenarios can help designers focus on identifying benefits of the product in light of
the user’s goals (Bødker 2000; Jonas 2001; Carroll 2000a). Experimenting with a rough
prototype in a scenario can help designers reflect on their concepts and identify flaws in
their design (Bødker 2000; Jonas 2001; Pedell & Vetere 2005; Carroll 2000). In this study the
designers were instructed to play-act possible scenarios of use to encourage such reflection.

2.4 Gesture as Design Tool
Design explorations involving bodily movements or gestures have been shown to contribute
to developing novel design ideas (Buchenau and Fulton Suri 2000; Hummels, Overbeeke and
Klooster 2007; Gray, Brown, Macanufo 2010; Schleicher, Jones and Kachur 2010; Vyas et al.
2009). These methods have been referred to as body storming, embodied storming, role-
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playing, design choreography or a design movement approach. Vyas, Dirk et al (2009: 164)
note that many “bodily actions were aimed at better understanding of the design task
context and at exploring new possibilities”. Gestures are also discussed as a way lightening
the cognitive load when used in combination with speech (Klemmer, Hartman, and
Takayama 2006; Tang 1991:in Vyas and Dirk et al 2009). Hummels and Overbeeke argue that
gestures are emotive and expressive, as well as useful for stimulating idea generation. They
conducted a study comparing the value of traditional sketching with the value of gestures
for capturing “expressive design concepts” (2007: 684). They did not find any significant
difference for the designers’ satisfaction with the outcome of objects made using one
technique or the other. They note, that gesturing can serve as a design tool, although
designers have little training in the use of gestures (Ibid). Tang and Leifer (1988) suggested
that gestures can even replace sketching or visuals in the early design phases, however
research in this area is limited.
Gestures have also been identified as a common form of communication in the early stages
of design (Bekker, Olson, & Olson 1995; Cross 1982: Tang & Leifer 1988). However, gestures
in the design process are difficult to research, as they leave no physical trace (Tang & Leifer
1988). Gestures are used to both enhance verbal description i.e. indicating size or activity
(Bekker, Olson, & Olson 1995; Tang & Leifer 1988) and to provide non-verbal cues (Holler
2010; Bekker, Olson, & Olson 1995). They convey additional information in the design
process such as describing the object, suggesting alternative form factors, referring to
specific locations, pointing to drawings or lists, clarifying verbal points, and simulating use,
among others (Bekker, Olson, & Olson 1995; Harrison and Minneman 1994). The literature
acknowledges that gestures are integral in face-to-face design meetings and “active
participants in speaking and thinking” (Bekker, Olson, & Olson 1995; McNeil, 2005).
Gestures can be classified by their anatomy, their use, and their meanings (Bekker, Olsen
and Olsen 1995; McNeill 2005; Streeck 2011). This paper builds on previous research into
gestures as a design tool (Frankel, 2014). These gestural categories are loosely derived from
the “gesture ecologies” of linguist/sociologist Jürgen Streeck (2011). They include: i) evoking
gestures in which bodily movements and narratives explore and communicate tacit
knowledge, ii) conjuring gestures in which a person uses gestures to enact and enhance his
or her verbal explanation of possible or imaginary ideas for something that could exist, and
iii) structuring gestures in which bodily gestures are simultaneously reinforced through
talking and making things that communicate tacit or latent knowledge. Here visual
representations or sketches also accompany gestures.

2.5 Multi-sensory design explorations
Sensory explorations also have the potential to enhance idea generation and produce novel
product interactions (Abram 1997; Bull 2006; Malnar & Vodvarka 2004). Sensory aesthetics
can enhance pleasurable product experiences (Jordan 2000; Norman 2004). Through the
exploration of the overall sensory context of product/user interaction designers may come
to deeper insights about appropriate product features (Desmet and Hekkert 2007;
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Overbeeke et al. 2003; Schifferstein and Hekkert 2008). In this study, designers were
encouraged to consider non-traditional sensory features for their design concepts.

3. Summary and Research Question
The literature review found that designers may be inhibited by fixation on existing solutions
to similar problems and/or negatively influenced by team members. These tensions may be
relieved by humour or by enacting proposed ideas through bodily movements such as
gestures.
Through role-playing in scenarios designers can experience their problem space and reflect
on the ideas being generated. In addition, developing a greater awareness of a range of
sensory contexts of use may provide insight into novel sensory features. By focusing on
these aspects of serious play, it may be possible to further clarify its features in relation to
collaborative design team practices. As a result, the research problem was to encourage
team innovation, collaboration, and scenario building, without specifying how participants
should interact with each other. Initially the study investigated whether, given a kinetic
design problem, participants would engage in a variety of gestural and sensorial practices. As
findings began to emerge, this seemed too limiting and the question evolved into a more
general focus on how participants would interact, given a design problem that focuses on
generating kinetic design concepts through collaborative scenarios.

4. Method
To investigate serious play in the design of kinetic, sensory wearable devices, three design
workshops were held. At the beginning of each workshop participants were shown examples
of kinetic alarm clocks with unusual sensory and kinetic features; they were not wearable.
These concepts were highly idiosyncratic and humourous. The designers were then given a
brief questionnaire. This questionnaire asked about types of existing alarms that people
depend on, scenarios in which alarms may alert a person that the “time” has come to do
something, and different sensory or kinetic alerts such alarms could have.
Participants worked individually at first and later shared and discussed their answers with
the entire workshop team. These ideas were divided into related concepts based on criteria
decided by the participants. The participants then organized into subgroups based on this
division.
In the smaller groups, participants were instructed to “please use traditional techniques of
sketching and modelling, as well as play acting as a way to understand the user’s
experiences in all stages of using this new type of alarm”. They were provided with supplies
such as plasticene, tin foil, feathers, stickers, pipe cleaners, food, and traditional sketching
materials to create and build rough prototypes. At the end of the task groups would act out
their scenario with the prototype. The teams would then have a reflective conversation
about key features and ideas.
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Each workshop was filmed to capture the design process, body movements and gestural
communication, with the participant’s consent.

5. Participants
Three workshops were held in three different cities: Canberra, Australia; Brisbane, Australia;
and Ottawa, Canada. The participants ranged from emerging designers with an approximate
age rage of 18-40, to more experienced designers with an approximate age range of 40-65.
There were 8 male participants and 10 female participants. The participants formed 6
groups, as shown in table 1.
Table 1
Group

Workshop Group Compositions
Location

Approximate
Age Range

Male
Participants

Female
Participants

Total Group
Members

A

Canberra, Australia

31-65

1

2

3

B

Canberra, Australia

31-65

0

2

2

C

Brisbane, Australia

22-40

2

2

4

D

Brisbane, Australia

22-25

3

1

4

E

Ottawa, Canada

26-35

1

1

2

F

Ottawa, Canada

18-25

1

2

3

6. Findings
The analysis of the three workshops revealed that team behaviours fell into one of the four
categories previously discussed. These include: the uses of humour, approaches to enacting
scenarios, gestural tools, and attitudes towards non-traditional sensory alerts. In general
groups of two worked on a single device. There were two groups of two: Group B and Group
E. Group E created a wristband for directional alerts. Group B created a device for emotional
alerts that could be worn as a headband or a wristband. Although the device could be worn
in two ways it was still a single device.
Groups greater than two worked on a system of products or multiple individual products.
For example, Group A worked on a dog monitoring device for gardens that had two
wearable components for communication exchanges with a robotic dog that would gather
data in the garden. Groups C and D also created systems of communicating devices. In Group
F, each member created his or her own device under a common subject of selfimprovement. In all cases with groups greater than two members more than one device was
created.
Groups that were less outgoing tended to hesitate in committing to a concept or scenario.
Group E had only two members and both were shy. They did not commit to an idea and
scenario until the last ten minutes of the workshop. Outgoing groups tended to commit to a
general idea or scenario earlier in the process. Group B, was composed of very talkative
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members who made their decision confidently within the first five minutes of the workshop.
In all groups when members were all able to decide on a common scenario design decisions
were made with much less hesitation.

6.1 Humour and Idea presentation
Groups used humour in their design process. This humour often was associated with the
presentation of a seemingly ridiculous idea. In every group laughter and joking accompanied
an idea that was uncommon in current products or perceived as a preposterous feature.
However, many of these ideas were eventually integrated into the devices. A member of
Group E, laughed while mentioning a sonar ping being used in their device. This ended up
being a key feature. Or in Group F a hologram component was originally proposed as a joke,
but appeared in the final product. Group B and some participants from Canberra and Ottawa
joked about an electric shock as a feature. Group B ended up with a shock as one of their
alerts. Humour supported innovation.

6.2 Role-playing scenario development
As part of the instructions the groups were encouraged to enact a scenario for their
products. Making decisions about the scenario led groups to modify and add features to
their products. Even the groups less comfortable with acting out (Group E) scenarios
discovered that they must add/modify features of their product to be able to enact the
scenario. The discussion of the scenarios led groups to final design decisions and mutual
agreement of a feature’s usefulness. For example, Group C was unclear what their product
would be until they agreed to focus on children getting ready for school. After the scenario
was decided upon, the design features were developed and added or eliminated, such as
incorporating a backpack to keep track of items the child has for school. Group B
experienced a change in their device by adding on/off features when planning the final
scenario.
Individual participants would often role-play mini scenarios to convince other members that
product design ideas were necessary. For example, in Group F when brainstorming positive
alert systems, the team member proposing the idea demonstrated the difference between
being woken up by a kiss and a buzzing alarm. This example moved the group into the
direction of positive reinforcement alarm systems, which became their final theme.

6.3 Gestures as Communication
All groups used sketching and writing in the early stages of the workshop but soon
abandoned these for gestures. During the ideation and building stages, very few groups used
sketching as a means of interacting and communicating. Group C stayed in sketching
individually longer than other groups. Group E was the only group that relied heavily on
sketches and showed their sketches in the final workshop presentation. The group members
were very shy and uncomfortable with acting out scenarios.

3109

Lois Frankel and Ellen Hrinivich

Gestures were used between group members to describe different aspects of an idea. The
use of gesture can be broken into three major categories: communicating, concept
description, and user experience.
Communicating gestures are gestures that are related to the speaker’s behaviour. These
gestures focused on a list of options, difference between items, indication of frustration
within a group and gestures used to ask a question or give a response. Communication
gestures include counting using fingers or using hands to show one option over another.
Examples of communicating gestures are illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1 Examples of Communicating Gestures

The concept description gestures described the physical design of the product. Concept
description gestures refer to function, material, sensory or kinetic alerts, how the device is
worn or products that already exist. Examples of concept description gestures are illustrated
in figure 2. Concept gestures involved hand movements that mapped out the product in
space. In some cases participants used each other to indicate where something would be
worn or tactile alerts such as vibration. The description of conceptual features was the most
common use of gesture in all workshops and provided more information than sketches did in
this study.
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Figure 2

Examples of Concept Description Gestures

User experience gestures described a person who would use the device and their
interaction with the product. They included activities the user would be doing while using
the product, who the user is, or the time and location of the user’s product use. Examples of
user experience gestures are illustrated in figure 3. Experience gestures involve acting out
scenarios, and mimicking activities. They express practices as well as interactions between
the product and the person.
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Figure 3

Examples of User Experience Gestures

6.3 Wearable, Sensory and Kinetic alerts:
The initial ideation stage involved brainstorming different sensory alerts. Ideas for engaging
different senses were expressed. Ideas of taste or smell were discussed in some groups, an
uncommon method of alerting a user to an event. For example, Group F discussed a
hormonal alert system; Group A discussed a scent alert. In the initial stages individuals
proposed taste alerts for drinking too much alcohol, and a scent alert for taking pills. The
workshop instructions encouraged this range of sensory possibilities. However, as final
designs were formed the groups abandoned most of the senses and stayed with commonly
found product interactions. As shown in table 2 groups used interactions including: visual
alerts such as light, or colour, auditory alerts such as a beep, or buzz, and tactile alerts such
as vibration. No groups engaged smell or taste as a method of interaction, rather the design
stayed within an existing standard range of interactions. One participant noted that scent
would be too confusing in a public area. The wearable component of the project was very
similar, as most groups used a watch style wearable. Groups A, B, C, E and F used wristbands
for at least part of their final alert system. Group D created a sock and earpiece. This was the
only group to not use a wristwatch wearable.
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Table 2

Final wearable interactions

Group

Wearable
Component

Auditory Alert

A

Wristband
Necklace

Sound alert

Visual Alert

Wristband/
Headband

Coloured Light

C

Wristband
Necklace

Text alert
Text alert

D

Sock

F

Wristband 1

Electric shock
(optional)

Compression

Earpiece
Wristband

Scent/Taste
Alert

Input keypad
only

B

E

Tactile/Kinetic
Alert

Audible
vibration

Vibration
Light and screen
with map

Unpleasant and
pleasant sounds

Vibration

Light and colour
change

Wristband 2

Light that
projects on arm

Wristband 3

Hologram that
grows/shrinks

7. Discussion
7.1 Evidence of fixation
The task given to the designers was to create novel wearable personal alarm devices that
had a sensory and kinetic component. The devices did not have to be implementable and
could be completely imaginary. The guidelines were left open to encourage participants to
think creatively and without restraint. However the final products demonstrate that fixation
took place. Currently wearable devices are associated with wristbands (i.e. Fitbit or Apple
watch). The designers are familiar with these products. Five out of six groups chose to use a
wristband for feedback even though they could have created any type of product. This is
evidence that even with complete freedom in design, designers tend to be limited by
existing products (Youmans & Arciszewski, 2014; Hatchuel, Le Masson & Weil, 2011).
Interestingly, the designers with more experience were, for the most part, more fixated on
existing and practical solutions.
Fixation can also be seen in the alerts. Designers were told to consider all senses. However
the interactions in the majority of final products were similar to any smart phone device.
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Holograms and projections offer a more unconventional interaction, but the participants
steered away from the taste and scent alerts. Taste and scent alerts were either overlooked
by groups or viewed as too confusing for the user. The groups made these assumptions
without justifying them, except in the one case where a participant said scent would be too
confusing to distinguish in a crowded space. They did not mention other sensory confusion
in crowded spaces such as audio interference.

7.2 Humour and Ideation
The humourous video examples of other kinds of personal alarms shown initially may have
primed the use of humour in all the groups. The participants were given a large amount of
freedom in their task and taking advantage of the opportunity, participants often presented
their ideas in a “wouldn’t it be funny if we made…” joking manner. These ideas were outside
the norm and seemed to overcome the fixation described above, confirming the literature.
Ideas presented in this humorous fashion spun into ideas that made it to the final product.
The laughter and joking seemed to encourage creativity and ideation in the groups.
Humour appeared in all groups. As indicated in the literature, it appeared to be used as a
tool by individual participants to present far out ideas to the group without risk (Mayo,
2010; Cundall, 2007). The fun and joking generally created a positive group dynamic. Ideas
presented with laughter were unconventional. Participants seemed to be more excited by
ideas when they laughed about them. Humour was viewed as a positive element in the
workshop. Results confirmed the literature that humour relaxes team members, lowers
perceived risk, and strengthens team relationships, even in the case of timid designers.

7.3 Scenarios and Role-playing
Our observations confirm the literature. Participants who used mini scenarios to help
illustrate ideas were well received by group members. Creating the final scenario and acting
it out with simple prototypes allowed groups to reflect on the user’s goals and to fine-tune
the appropriate product features (Bødker, 2000; Jonas, 2001; Carroll, 2000). Acting out
imaginary scenarios with simple artefacts provided a playful opportunity for the designers to
explore, evaluate, and refine the interactions between the proposed concepts and users’
needs. The scenario development occurred in iterative stages of planning, modifying,
enacting subsets, and overall scenario acting. This facilitated and increased understanding
among team members.

7.4 Gesture as Design Tool
As indicated in the findings, the prominent types of gestures used were conjuring
(illustrating tacit knowledge) and evoking (illustrating latent knowledge). They were
organized into communicating, concept description, and user experience gestures.
Communicating gestures reflected the designer’s personal behaviour, and were often unique
to the person. Concept description gestures focused on possible ideas or what could be,
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primarily including conjuring gestures (Frankel, 2014). User experience gestures focused on a
past or present action, or used an evoking gesture (IBID).
Very few structuring gestures were used in the activity. Pure body gestures replaced physical
artefacts. Gestures were treated as an essential visual communication tool between
participants as other visual tools were not used, which further confirms Tang and Leifer’s
(1988) suggestions. The conjuring and evoking gestures played a vital role in communicating
physical product design in scenario development. In support of the literature, gestures were
common in this initial design phase, as independent tools and in conjunction with verbal
descriptions (Bekker, Olson, & Olson 1995; Holler 2010; Tang & Leifer 1988).

7.5 Limitations
In the end, multi-sensory explorations did not contribute to novel ideas, but were
considered as out-of-the-box possibilities along the way. This may have been due to the lack
of other sensory samples or materials for the teams to work with, such as materials with a
variety of scents and/or a range of tactile qualities. More research is needed in this area. In
addition, the sample of design teams was small, and could be expanded in future studies.
The role of humour and serious play in overcoming fixation could also be investigated
further.

7.6 Serious Play Clarified
Serious play is a comprehensive design approach that incorporates familiar design research
techniques. It was key to the process of exploring the design of a kinetic and wearable
device in this study. As the findings demonstrate, fixation– even with complete freedom– is
an issue for designers with the potential to limit innovation. However this study suggests
that serious play has the potential to defuse fixation at phases in design team interactions. It
shows promise for minimizing conflict within teams and maximizing collaboration through
humour, play, and iterative reflection. It is an activity that team members seem to intuitively
understand– laughter accompanies non-traditional ideas, softening the potential for peer
rejection. In addition, role-playing adds an improvisational and iterative opportunity for
teams to generate and refine concepts along a structured storyline. While this process is
described in detail in the literature, the added value of humour in role-playing activities
seems to be downplayed in seminal works (Caroll 2000a & b; Cross 2006).
Gestures as team communication and design tools are also useful for serious play activities.
The team members’ gestures in this small study aided in understanding, description,
clarification, and illustration throughout. The different types of gestures described user
actions or future concepts in a temporary and informal manner. They served a function
similar to sketching, but without the necessary skill of sketching and with the need of a
group as audience. Gestural communication in groups is well documented in the literature in
many fields, but less so in the design literature as a tool that designers can learn about,
practice, validate and consciously incorporate into collaborative design processes (Hummels,
Overbeeke and Klooster 2007). This is worth more study, especially as applied to educating
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designers. The multi-sensory results in this study were disappointing, as sensory alerts such
as scent were dropped in final products and wearables became consistent with what is
already available. However, we believe that further study is needed to investigate how a
multi-sensory approach can add an exciting dimension to serious play.

8. Conclusion
Serious play emerges as a design strategy that enhances collaborative design team
processes. The results of the study confirm the literature that fixation is a problem in team
design approaches and suggest it may be overcome by serious play. The features of serious
play presented here include familiar design methods that incorporate humour, play-acting,
gesture, and multi-sensory explorations. These well-documented techniques are combined
as components of a serious play approach, providing more insight into what serious play can
be in the field of design.
The study describes the value of humour and acknowledges its role in supporting team
cohesiveness. It strengthens arguments in the literature about the value of humour for derisking unusual ideas introduced into the design process, for creating a positive team
environment, and for contributing to innovative ideas. It also confirms the literature in
demonstrating how exploring scenarios for playing out the contexts of people’s product
experiences can provide iterative opportunities for reflecting and refining ideas. It
acknowledges the significance of gestures as design tools, categorizing them into
communicating, concept description, and user experience gestures. More emphasis on
teaching gestural skills to designers could increase awareness and understanding in this
team building activity. The categories of evoking and conjuring are more useful in
collaborative scenario processes than structuring gestures are. It recognizes that multisensory explorations may be viable elements of a serious play approach to designing
wearable or interactive devices, but more research is needed in this area.
Lastly, serious play seems to mostly encourage purposeful and creative idea generation, a
relaxed working environment, and new ideas in collaborative design teams. Future research
may address ways to involve more reticent team members in playful explorations and ways
to incorporate direct user involvement in collaborative idea generation.
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